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RECEIVED

WN 281996

FEDERAl~11OIB 00IIIISs10tJ
0fRCE OF SfCRETARV

Re: Arch Communications Group, Inc.
Ex Parte Presentation~
CC Docket Nos. 95~and 96-98
Submission of Orig1nal signature

Dear Mr. Caton:

On June 27, 1996, Arch Communications Group, Inc.
("Arch") filed a written ex parte presentation with the
Commission with respect to the referenced proceedings. Due
to circumstances beyond Arch's control, the presentation was
submitted under facsimile signature. Transmitted herewith,
on behalf of Arch, is the original signature of Mr. Paul
Kuzia. Arch respectfully requests that this signature page
be associated with the ex parte presentation previously
filed.

Should you have any questions in this regard, please do
not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

~
y t:Uly ~ou~s,

~r-J2 'lU!~~
ristine M. Crowe

for PAUL, HASTINGS, JANOFSKY & WALKER

Enclosure

----..._----- . ---------
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William F. Caton
Acdng Secretary
Fedeill Communications Conunission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

R.e: CC Docket No. 95-185
CC Docket No. 96-98
Ex Parte Presentation

Dear Mr. Caton:

On June 18, 1996, counsel for Arch Communications Group, Inc.
C'Arch") m.d a Notic@ of an Ell!ilU presentadon to PCC staffI:O~
c~don for call terminidon serVices by wireless service providers and in
particular by paging caniers.

Th. apave refuenced p~ntBtion was lartelY devoted to
nea<?tiations between Arch and various local exchange cirriets in the eastern and
southern states where .Arch has, until recaa.t1y, focuied in; nperatians. In mid
May, however, Arch acquired control of The Watlink Ccapany, which provides
conventional palini' services in 18 western and mld-westem states. A WHt1ink
affWate BenboW PCs Ventures, Inc., has also been liceruJed to provide
narrow6li1DU. pes Servi~CI in the western half of the unit.d. States. These new
members of the Ard\ family have been enaaaed in efforts to negotiate new
imerc<mnectiOD ~lCJ.1U with at leu! W:t:c ma'or LBClI~ were DOt
discuSled extensively m OW' earlier communication, i.e., pacifIc Bell US West
New Vector Gro~p ("US WEST") alld GTE. UmortLmatc1y, the ;;;Its of these
neaotiations have been no more favorable than those between Arch and the LECs
in other relions. While things change {ruIn day-to-d.ay, you should tQ),(e note of
the following:
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1. US WIST his not offered anything new to paging carriers in
res~e to the requiRltlIU1tI of the kt. One representative of US- WEST
recently stated to our cOUl1Se1 that the "muturd com.pensation" rule may not apnly
to pagmg carriers since "paging trt.t1lic is all in one clireetion." ~

2. GTE serves about 40% of the landline telephone customer
base in Southern California., and with its acquisition of Contel has also tttq12ired a
&ilDificant position in the central pan of the state. Art:h's counsel, ac~ on
befta1f of die two Arch affiliates as well as the state 8Od.ation of paging
carriers, has spoken to, and exchanied correspondence with, CITE £11. connection
wi~ pqiDa interconnect matten. Nearly two mantbs have I1I'JW pused since the
initial a~ach by counsel, yet GTE has yet to coDftrm that paama CIIl1TIC111 are
P.Ven entitled to mutual or reciprocal com~1icm, let alou make a concrete
offer to the industry. In the meantimel GTE continues to charge the imercunnect
rates whieh were pi-evalat prior to the P8JlSage of the Telecommunications Ar:t
of 1996. In a~.2 context, these inclilde cOde opening charleS of $11,000 per
NXX block)! 'I1DS iF: inconsistent with the current treatment ofother industry
participants, as will be discussed in parqraph 5.

3. Pacific Bell was first approached (in writing aad by counsel)
on Apri123, 1996. Following this contact, the attorney for Arch's afBllates and
the state association has met with Pacific. to discuss CMl\S interconnection in
light of the TelocommUDicatiol'Ul kt, and has on ~weral occasions southt m.utual
compensation for ~earrlers from Padflc. However. Pacific bu made no
otr~ [Q Califomia's carriers, but has instead argl1P.d that sucl1 carriers
must await expiration of eir current contracts (which are claimed to have a five
year term) be!Ult= ll.CgotiaUona tan tal«: place. Padttc also conDn'1PJol to ~ose a
si~cant NXX code opening charge (up to 535,000 per code in metropolitan
&teas).

4. In the meuUme, various mcs have continued to antel" into
mutual compensation arranpmer1tS with eLCs. While many of these are of the
"bID md keep" variety, others asatsn IpeclIic dolIIII' amOU!ltl to tM call
termination function. The most~t data again relates to California, where
GTE and Pacific Bell have concluded apeemenlti With (amon, others)
MeD'qX)litan F'I'berS~ (''MPS''), Telecommunications Group ("TCG"), and a
smaUer competitive lOCal carrier r'CLC") called Pac: Wetit Telecomm, Inc. Each of
these~ts bas been publicly noticed thro~ procedures established. by
the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC ') . They tev~'I1 that Ca1ifomia's

.1 Type~l numbers~ in Califomia are enormously arbitrr:try. For
example, Contel chatps $.65 per number per month in its~, GTE
NorthWest c.harp $.23 pel" number in its CxcM.nses, and Paclfic Bell c'harps
$.004 per number in its territory.
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two~t LEQ have offered to compensate CLCs for termitlating traffic
orldnated. by P¥clflc and GTB customcn. This compaswatioD l'IIl'JII!S (for local
calfs) from .75 cents per l'l1iIIQ.te to 1.4 cents set·~ us.3 cents per minute
duration. '.,

s. PinIlly, you should be eware that the CPUC bas 1"1ltifiec1
privately nelOtiated ~ement1 amo~ Pacific, GTE and various a..Cs to the
effect tliat on an interim Dasis there will be no code opening chargC!l.i l~vled on
the CLCs. See CPUC Resolution 15824 and Decision 96~3.:o20 at pp. 83 et. .s~q.
When the CPUC decides the amount of such charles (it any), there Will be ill
retroaeti,vP' "true-up." Califomia'sp~ carriers bave requested (so far without
success) the same l!lT8DCenlerlt, or, at the very lealit~ an~t tram Pacl1!c
Bell and. GTE that amounts paid OWl' for new codes since the CPUC's dedsion be
refundable in the lilce1y event that the CPUC (and/or this Commission) decide
that code opening chaips~ infilppropriate.

Arch. be1iw. that the abovp. ;nfonnation, when taken together with
its earlier presentation, points to an inescapable concluJion. Without aear and
f1cm JUideliDc:a from tbii ComtniJliion, major LEC-Iii ;n. all parts of the counuy are
likely to continue to eftde their ~'Di1ities UNler the Act. '1l1eY are likely to
provide mutual ~ompCDfiAtion where it suitt them (1Il~ ;n thJ! cellular conteXt
where they tenninate more calls than they ~te). They are also lDceJ.y to
refuae LU pay such ccm'!Pensation when t6e reiu1t is ttrd'Rvorable to them (as in
the paging situation wiere calls orlgiDatec1 by LEe custornen are temdnated by
wirtleSs c:lI.rrien). SUnilarly, the F'Cfltcr~ p-ower of many CLCs wW get
them not only termi!1ation payments, but also free telephone numbers. Puiu:
el!1'riers, thoUgh they p-~turm the same call tcm:dnati= fuactiems u their r.MIs
brethzen and CLC•• wID receiveno~ for temUDatinl calls, and will continue
to pay substantial amOW1tS for numbeiS. Sllch cl.iuimilar treat:ment of pqJng
C:oqlame5 is unreu011Ible siDce the nature of a puln!: call over the LEe'S 
fac.Uities is ind.is~ble from other L"y~1i of cds. -tn fact, such distinction
beeomes even more ctilieult with the adVent of the provision af paging services
by SMR and pes service providers.
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. Different LEes will make d.i1fereDt argumems. Some will say that the
"1l1utual ll or "reciprocal- compemation rule app1ie1 oAl)' where trafftc Soes in two
directions. OChers wDl say mat the rule only Ipplies to two-wa.y voice
cummuuicatioOl. This Ceemrisaion should RCOpiu suob argumIIItI for what they
arc, i.e., tactics desiJDed to delay even-handed bnplementation of a clear
Coopessional tmntlate. •

cc: Micbel1e Farquhar
Karen Brinkman
David Nall
Rosalind Allen
Daniel Grosh
RboDda Lein
ZeDji Nan1Awa


